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OUR ANNUAL CONFERENCE 


Tue Eighth Annual Conference, of Representatives of the 
Council was held at Oxford on May 31 and June 1, 1950, and was 
attended by the Lord Bishop of Bathurst and fifty-eight priests | 
from thirty-three dioceses in England, one in Wales and two in 


Scotland. 


CONVOCATION AND SOUTH INDIA 


FAITH UNITY 


e-- 


The-Lord Abbot of Nashdom,OSB., said that-the recent sessions = 


of Convocation had made the situation much clearer. The Arch- 
bishop of Canterbury’s announcement that the Report on con- 
versations with Nonconformists in this country would soon be 
published had moved attention from South India to “ the home 
ground ’’. It-became evident that, in part at least, South India 
was a Means to an end—the setting up of a Pan-Protestant 
federation in this country. This could only be brought about by 
the sacrifice of Church principles and could only result in the 
disruption of the Anglican Communion. Warning of this danger 
had been given time and again, but had fallen on deaf ears, 
In Convocation, the Abbot said, the Bishop of Chichester had 


spoken in full synod recommending the Report of the Committee - 


‘on Relations with the Church of South India, to which the Dean 
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tv 
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of Chichester had made a vigorous reply. -On the following day 


~ the Resolutions proposed by the Committee (see Faith and Unity, 


July, p. 170) had been passed by both Houses. Catholics would 
not like them, but would regard them as tolerable. They were an 
attempt to safeguard the rights of both “ Lambeth majority ”’ 
and ** Lambeth minority’’ bishops, and required conditions 
which the C.S.1. had already said they could not accept. 

The next day the Report had come before-the Lower House 
and after a long debate the following Resolution had been passed 
xem. con. ‘* That this House generally approves the Report ”’ (i.e., 
nothing in it could be quoted as specifically approved), ** and 
notes that the C.S.I. has not yet been able to insert into its 
Constitution the amendments desired by the Derby Committee 
and generally endorsed as essential by the Lambeth Conference 
of 1948.’’ That was an extremely important statement. The 
debate had taken place after the Archbishop's announcement, so 
that it was reasonable to suppose that, though the debate was 
on South India, proctors had been unable to keep out of their 
minds the fact that the next move was to take place in England. 


- In these circumstances the fact that the Resolution had been 


d nem. con. gained an added significance. Surely it was a 
clear indication that a halt should be called to a policy which had 
already divided Province from Province, which now by Resolution — 
8 divided Diocese from Diocese, and which threatened in the not 
distant future to lead to a situation in which the Anglican Com- 
munion might be split in deplorable and perhaps irremediable 
schism. | 

Regarding the future, the Bishop of Chichester’s words that 
during the five years the Resolutions would be in force “‘ we should 
study the whole question of intercommunion with episcopal 
churches which-are themselves in communion with non-episcopal 
churches with the greatest care ’’ might be taken to indicate that 
we might be faced with a policy which aimed at setting up a 
‘* super-church "’ in which some sections held to apostolic order 


_ while others did not. This might not be what the Bishop himself + 


intended, but it was, he believed, a logical and ultimately inevit- 
able deduction from such 4 line of approach. The price of success 
in such a policy would be the dismemberment of the Anglican 
Communion. 


The discussion which followed showed that the urgency of the 
situation was obvious to all. It was a relief to find that the 
Resolutions represented a very delicate balance by which it had 
been possible to avert a major crisis. Neither side wished for 
that, and it seemed clear that the Catholics on the Joint Com- 
mittee had acted with firmness and wisdom. The time for action 
would come when the Report announced by the Archbishop was 


. published. 
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TREASURER’S_ AND SECRETARY'S REPORTS _ 


The Treasurer said that, having greatly reduced our expenses, 
we were now just keeping our heads above water. If the Council 

was to fulfil its functions we must have a larger income. For 
this purpose and to stimulate interest we needed more public 
meetings. 

The Secretary urged the need of more subscribers to Fatth and 
Unity. He also spoke of the difficulties of the continuing Anglicans 
in South India and of the Church of Ceylon Defence League, who 
felt acutely the apparent lack of sympathy and help from Catholics 
in this country. 

In the discussion the need for increased: financial support was 
strongly pressed as the Council might agdin have to employ a 
Travelling Secretary after the publication of the Report on rela- 
tions with Nonconformists in this country. 

It was unanimously decided to send a message of sympathy 
and encouragement to those carrying on the struggle for true 
Church principles in South India and Ceylon. 


RELATIONS WITH NONCONFORMISTS IN ENGLAND 


Fr. Pawley, Rector of Elland, said that during the past twenty 
years ecclesiastical policy in England had been deliberately steered 
towards reunion with Nonconformists, with ample official back- 
ing and in noticeable contrast with the suspicious attitude to- 

wards the Malines conversations. This was undoubtedly due to 
the influence of the establishment, exercised mainly through 
patronage. 

A second important factor was that the Church had no real 
organ of expression. It was well known that the Church Assembly 
did not command the confidence of the Church. The Church had 
no effective voice and was being committed to policies it only 


advocate of Church Reform. 

What was the attitude of Nonconformists to the establishment? 
Surely they would demand that this problem be squarely faced 
before they even considered union with us. They should be quite 
adamant about this, 

His own deepest misgivings, however, were on the question of 
Church membership. It could not be denied that the discipline 
of the laity in the Church was dead. Most of the Nonconformists 
concurred in this indiscipline on the grounds of Christian charity 
so-called, and generally had gone even further down the slope to 
anarchy than we had. There were, too, the problems of marriage 
and divorce. None of these problems of discipline would be 
solved, but all of them aggravated, if the Methodist chapel 
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notice-board read Church of England—Methodist '’, as_the 
Archbishop of Canterbury proposed. ~ 

As for preaching,.there was much lacking in the standard in the 
chapels. The Church might not be much better, though there 
was evidence of real vitality and there were prophets wHo were 
not afraid to speak out. But there was this difference : the Church 
had its Liturgy and Prayer Book which kept before people's 
minds the central doctrines of the Faith. The advocates of re- 
union had tried to sell the idea of reunion on the grounds that 
the word was better preached in the chapels. We could not do 
less than record the existence of a contrary opinion. 


SECOND DAY OF THE CONFERENCE 


Mass for Communion was said in the Community's Chapel at 
7.15, and at 9.15 Solemn Mass of the Holy Spirit was sung. 
C.S.1. Repry To LAMBETH’s SIx PoINTs 


Dr. E. L. Mascall pointed out that five branches of the Anglican 
Communion had so far issued regulations governing their relations 


with the C.S.I. The Provinces of South Africa and the West’ 


Indies had been least ready to make concessions. At the other 
extreme the Church of India, Burma, and Ceylon alone had 
explicitly adopted the so-called ‘* Lambeth majority ’ view, but 
with such restrictions as made it impossible for (5.1. to accept 
the proposed relationship between the two bodies. The regula- 


tions of the Scottish Church were much less concessive than - 


appeared at first sight. The Resolutions adopted by Canterbury 
and York were ambiguous and temporising : they were, however, 
just tolerable and had been adopted unanimously. The significant 


fact in all these sets of regulations was the fact that the dis- 


crimination between episcopally and non-episcopally ordained 
ministers of C.S.I. was such as C.S.I. could not accept. 

Dr. Mascall then dealt summarily with the reply of the C.S.I. to 
the six points of the Derby Committee (see Faith and Unity, 
July, p. 171). He did not feel strongly about ‘the fourth point, 
but emphasized that in all the other points the C.S.I. had defi- 
nitely rejected all the requests made by the Anglican authorities. 


_Any closer relations with C.S.I. than those already existing did 


not therefore seem likely. 


THE Day OF PRAYER 


- Fr. H. Howard, formerly Travelling Secretary of the Council, 

said that the Council was much perturbed by the decline in the 
observance of the Day of Prayer. The main reason for the 
decline was, he thought, lack of interest due to lack of knowledge. 
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Meetings were essential to spread knowledge and they left behind _ 
them interest and the desire to pray. For long we had had no 
meetings and we ought to have them. He put forward sugges- 
tions for keeping the Day in a somewhat different way from that 
formerly used, and in the discussion which followed many ideas 
were proposed for the consideration of the Council. 


THE Bisuor or BATHURST 


The Bishop of Bathurst said he hoped the Council would never 
give up the circulation of Faith and Unity: it was a great help 
to them in Australia. He went on to speak of conditions in 
Australia, and in conclusion said that he was glad the discussions 
had ended on the note of prayer: we could be certain that our 
prayers would be answered and the work of the Church go forward. 


CLOSE OF THE CONFERENCE 


Fhanks were expressed to the Society of St. John the Evangelist 
for their hospitality and to the speakers for their papers, and the 
Conference closed with the Bishop of Bathurst's blessing. 


A. G. BLoop. 


A CALL TO PRAYER 


The-recent proceedings of the Convocations of Canterbury and 
York have made clear the acuteness of the crisis which has been 
reached in negotiations for union between Anglicans and Non- 
conformists. This sense of crisis is heightened by the announce- 
ment of the Archbishop of Canterbury that next year. our 
Convocations will be considering the Report of the Archbishop's 
Committee on negotiations for union the home ground 
that is, with Nonconformists in England. 

We cannot but fear lest negotiations in England should take 
the same unhappy course as in South India, which would result 
in distress of conscience, divisions in the Church of England, and 
finally in the break-up of the Anglican Communion. 

- We therefore ask all who love the Faith of the Church, its 
Orders and Sacraments, to pray constantly during these coming 
months. A new leaflet is in preparation and will, we hope, be 
ready for distribution in September. In this leaflet all the sugges- 


tions for prayer are taken entirely from the~Book of Common 


Prayer and the Ordinal so that we can pray in the very words 
of the Church. 
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THE APPROACH REUNION 


VI.—HOLY BAPTISM 


A YEAR or two ago there was a popular radio programme in 
Britain called “The Brains Trust’’, of which a_ well-known 
philosopher was a prominent member. When any subject was 


under discussion, he could always be relied on to begin his con- . 


tribution with the words “ It all depends on what you mean 
by...’’.. Many listeners got quite weaapereted with this in time. 
Words like “ pedantic ’’ and “ hair-splitting’’ began to flow. 
But of course he was right. It does all depend on what you mean. 
It may be quite fun to have a discussion with someone on the 
subject of *[s Baptism necessary? ’’, for example. But it is not 
very profitable unless you first of all determine whether or not 
you both mean the same thing by the word “ Baptism ”’. This 
sounds so obvious as to be hardly worth saying, and yet it is 
extraordinary how often it is apparently overlooked in discussions 
on the principles of reunion. | 

The Chicago-Lambeth Quadrilateral was definite See 

* The two Sacraments—Baptism and the Supper of the Lord— 
ministered with unfailing use of Christ's words of Institution, and 
of the elements ordained by Him "’;- That is to say the Anglican 
Communion will not even consider proposals of reunion with any 
Christian body which disregards Baptism. But that is not to 
say that it is in agreement with all Christians who do believe 
in Baptism, because “It all depends on what, you mean by 
Baptism ’’. And this would still be true even if there were com- 
plete agreement (which there is not) on the question of the way 
‘in which Baptism should be administered, with water and the 
words of Christ. 


THE CATHOLIC DOCTRINE 


The Catholic Church from earliest times has always believed 
that Baptism (with Confirmation which we must leave for a later 
article) is the only way we know of becoming a Christian. And 
that is what the Church of England, in the face of much opposi- 
tion, has always taught. Moreover, with the rest of Catholic 
Christendom and with the support of Holy Scripture, she has 
always taught that certain things happen to the individual as a 
result of the act of Baptism. These are that the individual is 
born again, made a member of Christ’s Body, with remission of 
original and actual sin, and resulting in a new relationship of 
union with God as His child, with all the grace and virtues that 
such a relationship brings. That is the teaching of the Church. 
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That is what the Church of England teaches about Baptism, and 
ample evidence could be quoted from the Prayer Books of the 
Anglican Communion to demonstrate it. It does not matter 
whothet or not any particular Bishop or member of a theological 
committee believes it or not. It is still the “ official ’’ teaching 
of our Church. There have been numerous individuals within 
the Church who refused to believe it. At one time there were at 
least two thousand beneficed clergymen in England who most 
certainly did not believe it. As they were Congregationalists and _ 
Presbyterians in reality, that it not. very surprising; and they 
did all they could to get the Prayer Book altered to exclude these 
beliefs,.and failed. In fact, we might say that this obstinacy on 
the part of the Church ‘to refuse to alter her belief about what 
Baptism is and does is one of the reasons why Nonconformists. « 
exist to-day. They left the Church and formed new bodies out- 
side her because they could not subscribe to that and other beliefs. 

There is not space here to discuss why we believe the teaching 
of the Church of England to be in full agreement with Apostolic, 
Catholic, and Scriptural teaching. The point is that for the pur- 
poses of reunion there must be agreement on this subject between 
uniting bodies. For these “ effects’ of Baptism are of such a 
nature as to lead to the belief that Baptism is therefore necessary 
to salvation. If we believe, as loyal Anglicans should, that 
Baptism is necessary to salvation, and that we know of no other 
way of being made a member of Christ’s Body the Church than 
by being baptized, then it surely follows that if we then proceed 
to join with others who do not believe thiat and form with them 
something called a united Church (which would also, presumably, 
be the Body of Christ), we are performing an extraordinary feat 
of mental acrobatics by holding firmly to two quite contrary 
beliefs. And yet there are those within the Anglican Communion 
who are a hse capable of it, and would like everyone to be. 
If; on the other hand, we are prepared to give up our beliefs about 
Baptism, parting with the Catholic Church from the days of the 
Apostles in so doing, then let us honestly scrap them and rewrite 
our Prayer Books. 


THE NECESSITY OF BAPTISM 


We cannot have it both ways. There can be no rea] unity 
between those who believe Baptism to be necessary and those who 
do not so believe. 

It is not enough for a united C hurch to say that it believes 
Baptism to be important, if it carefully av oids saying that it is 
necessary, and as carefully avoids saying what it believes about 
Baptism and its effects. We believe Baptism to be necessary 
because it is the only way we know of obtaining those effects. We 
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can believe that God may have other ways, but He has no* 
revealed them to us. On the contrary, He has left us clear and 
definite commands about Baptism, and we cannot do otherwise 


than obey them. 
It is true that the Basis of Union of the Church of South India 


used. almost the same language as the Lambeth Quadrilateral 
when it said that in the united Church the Sacraments will be 
administered * with unfailing use of Christ’s words of institution 


and of the elements ordained by Him ”’, so that at first sight it 


does look as though that ‘side "’ of the Quadrilateral has been 
included. It is also true that the Lambeth Quadrilateral did not 
say much more than this explicitly. But by implication it said 
a great deal more, which South India has been unable to accept 
and which Nonconformists in England would in_ general be 
unable to accept. In eftect the Quadrilateral speaks of the neces- 
sity of Baptism together with-—and as a result of—the Catholic 
and Anglican belief about what the Sacrament is and dues. It 
could not, of course, do anything else, since a Lambeth Confer- 
‘ence has no authority to alter the faith of the Church. When the 
Quadrilateral speaks of Baptism it can only mean what the 
Anglican formularies mean by Baptism. It could not possibly 
be argued that it can be understood to mean ** Baptism and the 
Supper of the Lord . . . understood in the sense in which Congrega- 
tionalists or Methodists understand them "’, or ** Baptism and the 
Supper of the Lord... understood in whatever sense you like ”’ 
Once more we are brought back to the difference between the 
Quadrilateral as a minimum and as a maximum ; between the 
truths (implicit as well as explicit) of the Quadrilateral as a 
foundation for-reunion. proposals and the words of the Quadni- 
lateral as a roof under which Christians of all kinds may be in- 
cluded._ There is a world of ditterence between these two attitudes. 
And it seems not untrue to say that there has been a perceptible 
change from one side to the other in the use that many have made 
of the Oviadrilateral-—a change which has had the eftect of lower- 


ing the whole conception of unity to a point at which it is so 


superficial as to be hardly worthy of the name'of * unity ”’. 
L. k. CHADD, 


__ Communications for the Editor and Annual Subscriptions to 
Faith and Unity, which may commence at any time (minimum 
subscription, post free, four shillings a year), should be sent to the 
Secretary, C.D.C.P., 6 Perth Road, Beckenham, Kent, England. 
~ Receipts for amounts under ten shillings will be enclosed with the 
next issue after the subscription has been received. | 
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